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Gulf Coast Parkway
Purpose and Need Statement and Project Effects
ETDM Comments and Responses

Agency

Comment

Response

USEPA

EPA is still unclear about this roadway being a reasonable
component to a hurricane evacuation system because there are other
roadways that, with capacity additions, would move evacuees more
directly away from the coast.

Widening of existing roadways would improve hurricane evacuation
from Gulf County but the widening of these facilities would not
meet the other criteria in the purpose and need. The proposed Gulf
Coast Parkway would meet the other criteria and provide addition
hurricane evacuation benefits (see below).

We note (and agree) with the deletion from the needs statement
“improving safety” because the data indicate that the area roadways
incur far less accidents than the statewide averages.

No response required.

Capacity additions to existing US 98 through Tyndall AFB property
has been eliminated by FDOT/FHWA as a viable alternative.
However, this revised PN still does not include the documented
frequencies of past roadway closures for security reasons or any
projections of future closure of US 98 through Tyndall.

The widening of existing US 98 was determined to not be a viable
alternative due to the impacts through Mexico Beach. The nature
and duration of closure of US 98 through Tyndall AFB are sporadic
and vary according to the need. The dates and durations of future
closures are not available.

The new intermodal distribution center eight miles north of Panama
City will be an important factor for commerce. It is therefore
unclear why some of the seven alternatives that have been
determined to meet the PN do not terminate at the proposed
distribution center.

The alternative corridors under consideration were those that best
met the project’s purpose and need after the initial evaluation of all
the suggested corridors. However, not all of the alternative corridors
meet all the project’s identified needs equally. Some corridors may
not terminate at the distribution center but are still able to serve it by
terminating in its vicinity. Further, meeting this need has to be
weighed in consideration with other needs and the alternative
corridors’ impacts.

The population growth at about 16-17 percent per annum for Gulf
and Bay counties does not reflect a need for economic stimuli.
People are coming into these counties either because of job
opportunities or they are retirees with ample incomes.

The projected population growth is not reported as justification for
economic stimuli, but as need for additional road capacity and
mobility. The need for economic stimuli in Gulf county was based
on the loss in population and jobs following the constitutional net
ban amendment and the closure of the paper mill.

USCOE

The Corps does not fully agree with the inclusion of Emergency
Evacuation as justification for purpose and need. Directing
evacuees into Panama City and SR 231 will not aid in the evacuation
of residents of Panama City. No supporting documentation has been
provided which would suggest evacuation times would be

A hurricane evacuation analysis was prepared the Gulf Coast
Parkway study using the Transportation Analysis Update of the
Apalachee and Northwest Florida Hurricane Evacuation Restudies
and the subsequent updated model work performed for Bay County.
The conclusion of this study was that without the Gulf Coast
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significantly reduced or the residents of Bay County would benefit
from this roadway; therefore, the corps recommends deletion of this
justification from the purpose and need determination

Parkway clearance times for US231 in Bay County and SR 71 in
Gulf County will increase. With the Gulf Coast Parkway clearance
times will increase by 3 to 4 hours over the clearance times without
the Parkway, but clearance times on SR 71 would decrease. Further,
the report suggests that clearance times on US 231 could be
decreased below those without the Parkway by instituting
contraflow traffic (increasing the number of northbound lanes by
converting southbound lanes to northbound lanes) on US 231 at SR
20. Given that SR 71 is the only northbound route out of Gulf
County and a considerable amount of the population in Gulf County
and southeast Bay County is located along the coast, it was
concluded that the Gulf Coast Parkway would benefit evacuation for
coastal residents.

USFWS

Recent high population growth rates were given as support for the
need for the new roadway. However, US Census Bureau figures
released recently showed only a modest population gain of 1.4% for
Bay County between July 2005 and July 2006. This below the state
average of 1.8%. Gulf County showed less than 1% growth.

The growth rate given was derived from US Census data for 1990
and 2000 and was provided to show the recent trend in population
growth for this area over a period of time. This number, however,
was not the basis utilized to develop traffic projections that were
used to determine traffic capacity needs.

FHWA

The cost and funding source for the project is not identified.........
This information is important, particularly for the public, in the
consideration of whether the possible negative impacts of the project
are worth pursuing given the project cost, and whether the
opportunity cost of funding this project over others is justifiable......
A generalized cost estimate for each alternative should be provided
as a response in the Programming Screen summary Report.

The PD&E study is funded with $4.35 million in FDOT funds for
the completion of the study with an Environmental Impact
Statement. $25 million in federal funds has been programmed for
partial design and R/W acquisition upon completion of the PD&E
study.

As requested, a generalized cost estimate for each alternative will be
included in the Programming Screen Summary Report.
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General EST Comments and Responses

Agency | Comment | Response
Coastal and Marine
NMFS Federal agencies which permit, fund, or undertake activities which | An EFH assessment has been completed as a part of this study and
may adversely impact EFH are required to consult with NMFS | is available as an appendix to the Wetland Evaluation Report.
and, as a part of the consultation process, an EFH assessment must | Additionally the findings of the EFH assessment and the project’s
be prepared to accompany the consultation request. Regulations | affect on EFH habitats is summarized in Section 4.3.5 of the
require that EFH assessments include: DEIS. Cumulative effects on EFH are discussed in Section
4.3.19.
1. A description of the proposed action;
2. an analysis of the effects (including cumulative effects) of the
proposed action on EFH, the managed fish species, and major prey
species;
3. the Federal agency’s views regarding the effects of the action on
EFH; and,
4. proposed mitigation, if applicable.
Provisions of the EFH regulations [SO0 CFR 600.920(c)] allow
consultation responsibility to be formally delegated from federal to
state agencies, including FDOT. Whether EFH consultation is
undertaken by the Federal Highway Administration or FDOT, it
should be initiated as soon as specific project design and
construction impact information are available.
Contaminated Sites
USEPA The detailed PD&E review still should verify all underground | A Contamination Report has been completed as a part of this
tanks and investigate possible undocumented sites. study and is available for review. Additionally the summary
discussion for contamination is available in Sections 3.6.11 and
4.3.9 of the DEIS.
Farmlands
NRCS However, looking towards the future and food quantity concerns, | A Farmland Application was submitted to NRCS to assess the

impacts on farmland (either nonprime or prime) should be

project alignments’ affects on farmlands (either prime or
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evaluated and given consideration before determining any
particular route.

nonprime). The results of this process indicate that the only
involvement with prime farmlands occur with Alternative
Alignment 15.

The discussion of Farmlands can be found in Sections 3.5.6 and
4.3.15 of the DEIS. The Farmlands letter from the NRCS has
been included in the DEIS appendix.

Floodplains

USEPA

While at this screening stage, this is an alternative corridor
analysis, it would be appropriate for additional technical data to be
provided. Bridging is considered mitigation but it is more
appropriately a method of minimization of impacts as compared to
placement of fill and culvert. A valid next step in the alternatives
analysis would be for bridging assumptions to be defined for each
hydraulic crossing. Also, the sponsors’ preliminary assumptions
for culvert should be presented wherever assumed.

A separate Location Hydraulics Report and Preliminary
Engineering Report have been prepared for this study and can be
reviewed.

The discussion of bridging and culverts in floodplains is
summarized in Section 4.3.11 of the DEIS.

NWFWMD

Efforts should be made to protect floodplain resources and
functions, including by remaining within existing alignments to
the degree possible and maintaining hydrologic connectivity and
integrity across the spectrum of likely flows.

A separate Location Hydraulics Report and Preliminary
Engineering Report have been prepared for this study and can be
reviewed.

The discussion of floodplains is summarized in Sections 3.6.5 and
4.3.11 of the DEIS.

Navigation

USCOE

Measures should be taken to avoid hazards to navigation and water
flow.

Alternatives 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 18 propose
crossing of the GCICWW at a narrow location within Gulf County
and some show crossing at the existing Overstreet Bridge location.

Each of these crossings should have minimal impacts to navigable
waters of the United States or the GCICWW.

All other crossings of waters of the U.S should be maximized to
incorporate navigation, water flow, and wildlife movement.
Secondary impacts associated with boat launching, fishing, and
camping should be evaluated during the design process.

For all bridge crossings over the ICWW or over Wetappo Creek a
high level bridge has been planned to avoid hazards to navigation
and water flow.

A separate Location Hydraulics Reports has been prepared and
provides further detail on all of the waterway crossings for the
project.

The summary discussion for navigation and waterway crossings
can be found in Section 4.3.17 of the DEIS.
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Water Quality and Quantity

USEPA

Alternatives 7 and 17 are substantially less length which would
normally mean less direct impacts to water resources. Those
alternatives, however, traverse more open surface waters than the
other alternatives, and therefore could present potentially greater
issues for handling surface runoff from the road project. The
management of stormwater will be addressed much later in the
review of the project. Without much more technical data on the
physical/chemical quality of the brackish and fresh water
resources within the direct path of the alternatives, EPA is unable
to make reasoned conclusions about the degree of adverse impacts.

The discussion of water quality and quantity impacts is
summarized in Sections 3.6.1 and 4.3.7 of the DEIS. Further a
Pond Siting Report and Location Hydraulics Report have been
prepared which discuss the treatment and handling of stormwater
from the proposed alternatives.

NWFWMD

Nonpoint discharges are of particular concern at the indicated
stream crossings. Additionally, as presented, development of the
roadway would appear to facilitate considerable new land use
intensification, which in turn has the potential to generate
additional widespread nonpoint source pollution.

For any alternative or variant that may be pursued, the following
measures should be incorporated to limit direct and cumulative
impacts:

- Follow existing roadway corridors to the maximum extent
possible.

- Maximize use of extended elevated bridges to protect the
integrity of the stream and wetland corridors, hydrology, water
quality, and associated habitats.

- Maximize use of wetland and waterfront buffer areas.
- Provide for limited access and coordinate with local government
comprehensive planning to limit potential for spin-off suburban

sprawl and subsequent NPS pollution and habitat fragmentation.

state stormwater
to Environmental

would
that a

The project
recognizing

require
transition

permitting,
Resource

The discussion of the projects cumulative effects is summarized in
Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS. Additionally a Cumulative Effects
Analysis Report has been completed and is available for review.

As a part of the process to avoid and minimize impacts as much as
possible the alignments were developed along existing roadways,
utilized bridges and culverts, and attempted to avoid wetland and
other sensitive lands. The discussion of this process if provided in
Section 2 of the DEIS.

The Cumulative Effects Analysis was completed in coordination
with the ETAT agencies as well as the local and regional planning
agencies. This effort should provide information for those
agencies to work together on strategic conservation efforts to help
minimize spin-off suburban sprawl and habitat fragmentation.

The appropriate permitting process will be followed as this project
progresses into the Design Phase.  Coordination with the
appropriate permitting agencies has been carried out throughout
the PD&E study process.
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Permitting is currently in progress. Additional local permit
requirements may apply as well. Well abandonment, if required,
would be subject to permitting by the NWFWMD in accordance
with Chapter 40A-3, F.A.C.

Wetlands

FDEP

The wetland resource permit/stormwater permit applicant will be
required to eliminate or reduce the proposed wetland resource
impacts of parkway construction to the greatest extent practicable:

- Minimization should emphasize avoidance-oriented corridor
alignments, wetland fill reductions via pile bridging and
steep/vertically retained side slopes, and median width reductions
within safety limits.

- Wetlands should not be displaced by the installation of stormwater
conveyance and treatment swales; compensatory treatment in
adjacent uplands is the preferred alternative.

- After avoidance and minimization have been exhausted, mitigation
must be proposed to offset the adverse impacts of the project to
existing wetland functions and values. Significant attention is given
to forested wetland systems and seagrass beds, which are difficult to
mitigate.

- The cumulative impacts of concurrent and future road
improvement projects in the vicinity of the subject project should
also be addressed.

DEP Northwest District staff has visited many of the corridor sites
and indicates that the proposed bridges over East Bay, the
Intracoastal Waterway, and Wetappo Creek should be designed to
maintain access for sailboats with tall masts (at least 65 feet high).
The corridors crossing Calloway Creek, Boggy Creek, Cooks Bayou,
Smith Bayou, Sandy Creek, Little Sandy Creek, Horseshoe Creek,
and (upstream) Wetappo Creek would require substantial bridging

The appropriate permitting process will be followed as this project
progresses into the Design Phase.  Coordination with the
appropriate permitting agencies has been carried out throughout
the PD&E study process.

Section 2 discusses the development of the alternative alignments
and the process for avoidance and minimization of impacts.

A Cumulative Effects Analysis Report has been completed and is
available for review. The summary of the cumulative effects
analysis is available in Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS.

A high level bridge crossing has been planned for any crossing
that may be designed over the ICWW or Wetappo Creek.
Information about additional waterway crossings can be found in
the Location Hydraulics Report as well as in Section 4.3.11 of the
DEIS.

The presence of the Panama City Crayfish has been noted
throughout this study process. Avoidance of their habitat along
Star Avenue has been incorporated into the attempt to minimize
project impacts.
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over floodplain areas with extensive wetlands.
District staff have also expressed concerns regarding the project
routes following Star Avenue, which has ditching along the sides of
the road that are habitat for the Panama City Crawfish.

NMFS

In addition to direct impacts to EFH, NMFS has concerns regarding
the road’s impact on the maintenance of the area’s natural hydrology
and freshwater inflow to the estuarine environment. Also of concern
are the effects of increased traffic in the area and automobile-
associated pollutants carried by stormwater runoff off the roads
impervious surface.

Salt marsh, tidal flats, marine and estuarine water column, and non-
vegetated bottom are specific categories of EFH that may be
impacted by the project. Federal agencies which permit, fund, or
undertake activities which may adversely impact EFH are required
to consult with NMFS and, as a part of the consultation process, an
EFH assessment must be prepared to accompany the consultation
request. Regulations require that EFH assessments include:

1. A description of the proposed action;

2. an analysis of the effects (including cumulative effects) of the
proposed action on EFH, the managed fish species, and major prey
species;

3. the Federal agency’s views regarding the effects of the action on
EFH; and,

4. proposed mitigation, if applicable.

Provisions of the EFH regulations [50 CFR 600.920(c)] allow
consultation responsibility to be formally delegated from federal to
state agencies, including FDOT. Whether EFH consultation is
undertaken by the Federal Highway Administration or FDOT, it
should be initiated as soon as specific project design and

Section 4.3.11 of the report summarizes the Location Hydraulic
Report which indicates the project will maintain hydrologic
conditions.

An EFH assessment has been completed as a part of this study and
is available as an appendix to the Wetland Evaluation Report.
Additionally the findings of the EFH assessment and the project’s
affect on EFH habitats is summarized in Section 4.3.5 of the
DEIS.
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construction impact information are available. EFH consultation can
be initiated independent of other project review tasks or can be
incorporated in environmental planning documents. Upon review of
the EFH assessment, NMFS will determine if it is necessary to
provide EFH conservation recommendations on the project.

NWFWMD

For any alternative or variant that may be pursued, the following
measures should be incorporated to limit direct and cumulative
impacts:

- Follow existing roadway corridors to the maximum extent possible.
- Avoid any impacts to tidal marshes.

- Maximize use of extended elevated bridges to protect the integrity
of the stream and wetland corridors, hydrology, water quality, and
associated habitats.

- Maximize use of wetland and waterfront buffer areas.

- Provide for limited access and coordinate with local government

comprehensive planning to limit potential for spin-off suburban
sprawl and subsequent NPS pollution and habitat fragmentation.

The discussion of the projects cumulative effects is summarized in
Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS. Additionally a Cumulative Effects
Analysis Report has been completed and is available for review.

As a part of the process to avoid and minimize impacts as much as
possible the alignments were developed along existing roadways,
utilized bridges and culverts, and attempted to avoid wetland and
other sensitive lands. The discussion of this process if provided in
Section 2 of the DEIS.

The Cumulative Effects Analysis was completed in coordination
with the ETAT agencies as well as the local and regional planning
agencies. This effort should provide information for those
agencies to work together on strategic conservation efforts to help
minimize spin-off suburban sprawl and habitat fragmentation.

The appropriate permitting process with be followed as this
project progresses into the Design Phase. Coordination with the
appropriate permitting agencies has been carried out throughout
the PD&E study process.

USCOE

Direct impacts would include the elimination of functions and values
of the wetlands within the roadway footprint, any disturbed buffer,
and create secondary effects along adjacent waters/buffer. Permanent
and temporary impacts will be generated by the construction of a
new roadway. Due to the overall acreage of wetland impact
associated with this roadway and taking into account the overall
potential cumulative and secondary impacts a degree of effect of
Substantial was selected. The Corps suggests Federal Highway
Administration prepare an Environmental Impact Statement to fully
evaluate effects of the identified alternatives for the new roadway.

An EIS has been prepared for this project. A detailed discussion
of wetland impacts is included in the Wetland Evaluation Report.
Summary discussions of wetland impacts can be found in Sections
3.6.6 and 4.3.4 of the DEIS.

The PD&E process as followed for the completion of an EIS
concurs with the recommendations of the USCOE.
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The Corps has determined that alternative #7 would cause significant
impacts to regulated wetlands and named tributaries which could
lead to habitat fragmentation and disruption of multiple ecosystems.
Although this route is similar to that of alternative # 17 it increases
habitat fragmentation and increases urbanization to the west of
Panama City.

The US Army Corps of Engineers recommends the following:

1. Once a final corridor is selected a jurisdictional determination for
the entire corridor including the proposed stormwater pond
locations. This determination should include drawings on 8.5 by 11
inch paper, aerials, USGS quad maps, wetland delineation maps
depicting the wetland line preferably on an aerials, soils mapping,
and wetlands designated by FLUCCS codes.

2. A functional analysis consistent with the proposed mitigation plan
for the entire project.

3. Pond siting analysis which should include a demonstration of how
environmental effects, including wetlands, were evaluated in
determining location.

4. Analysis of wetland avoidance and minimization which should
clearly depict all methods and measures to avoid waters/wetlands
and/or minimize the roadway effect upon jurisdictional waters.

5. A compensatory mitigation plan which fully offsets all impacts
which are unavoidable and have been minimized following the
alternative analysis, pond siting analysis, analysis of wetland
avoidance and minimization, and consistent with the functional
analysis. The mitigation plan must also provide the appropriate
mitigation to compensate for wetland impacts. This specifically
relates to the potential estuarine and floodplain impacts. Federally
approved mitigation banks within this area of Florida currently do
not provide compensation for tidal or estuarine impacts.
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6. As the proposed parkway continues to move forward, the Corps
suggests a  limited/restricted access design alternative.
Limiting/restricting access to new developments would greatly
reduce cumulative and secondary impacts related to new roadways.

7. Federal Highway Administration should work with Federal and
State resource agencies to design standard wetland crossing roadway
designs which decrease median, side-slope, and design speeds
though wetland areas.

8. The Quality Enhancement Strategies for Wetland Impact
Minimization developed by Florida Department of Transportation-
District 5 should be incorporated into this project.

Wildlife and Habit

at

FFWCC

We continue to recommend that an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) be accomplished for this project due to the
following issues: (1) the presence of significant natural resources
that would potentially be adversely affected or altered; (2) the
need to evaluate and determine whether construction of the road is
in the public interest; (3) the controversial aspects of the proposed
project, which will require the highest level of public and agency
input, review, and interaction; and (4) the potential for the project
to have unavoidable and irreversible adverse impacts on the
natural and human environment, including substantial direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts, since this project would result in
the construction of a new high-speed highway in a rural, natural
area.

We also continue to recommend the establishment of an
interagency Environmental Advisory team comprised of both
federal and state agencies to discuss and clarify overall
environmental issues before further road planning and design
occur. FWC would like to participate in the formal Scoping
Process for the EIS. The major issues we want the future study to
address, in addition to fish and wildlife and habitat surveys and

The discussion of species impacts is included in the Endangered
Species Biological Assessment. This discussion is summarized in
Sections 3.6.7 and 4.3.14 of the DEIS.

The FFWCC have participated in the EIS Scoping Meeting and all
ETAT meetings for this project. These meetings have been
documented in Section 8.2 of the DEIS.
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impact analysis, include: (1) the planning and design of longer
bridges over streams and floodplains to protect the functionality
and integrity of these riparian systems, including hydrology,
stream habitat quality, and habitat connectivity; (2) a study to
evaluate the need and location for wildlife underpass structures on
SR 22 and surrounding roads, where our agency has previously
documented black bear roadkill and principal roadkill areas; (3)
the design and use of roadside swales to treat highway runoff to
reduce the need for offsite Drainage Retention Areas (DRAs) to
conserve habitat resources; (4) funding for a population and
movement survey (e.g. bear hair snare study) to estimate and
define population levels within defined portions of the study area;
and (5) the establishment of a biologically viable mitigation area
for the Panama City crayfish which would be protected in

perpetuity.

USFWS

This route has a high potential to impact known habitat for
federally protected and other rare species. Should this route be
selected, extensive measures would be needed to avoid and
minimize impacts to federally protected and other rare species.
Potential measures include: environmentally-sensitive bridging of
streams and riparian habitat; acquisition and restoration of habitat
with known federally protected and rare species occurrences such
as the riparian corridors along Wetappo Creek, Little Sandy Creek,
and Sandy Creek; acquisition of other appropriate conservation
lands; acquisition and restoration of habitat for the PCC; designing
the Gulf Coast Parkway using the Wekiva Parkway as a model to
balance growth, environmental protection, and sustainability;
limiting access points; and using regulatory measures such as a
Regional General Permit or Ecosystem Management Agreement to
manage growth into adjacent wetland habitat areas which support
protected species. Commitments to address these concerns would
be needed to reduce the degree of effect for this alternative. The
Service is available to work closely with FDOT and other agencies
to address these concerns. Additional comments are given below.

Endangered Species Act

Coordination with the ETAT on the issues identified has occurred
throughout the DEIS process. This coordination has been
summarized in Section 8.2 of the DEIS. The development of a
mitigation plan to the detail described will be possible at the time
when a preferred alternative has been identified. The
development of the mitigation plan will be completed in
coordination with the ETAT agencies and will attempt to work
with local government, planning agencies, and land owners to
provide a mitigation plan that is suitable for this project.

The discussion of species impacts and the methodology for
cataloging and identifying all of the species commented on by the
USFWS is included in the Endangered Species Biological
Assessment. This discussion is summarized in Sections 3.6.7 and
4.3.14 of the DEIS.
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The Endangered Species Act requires you to consider all effects
when determining if an action funded, permitted, or carried out by
a Federal agency may affect listed species. Effects you must
consider include direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. Effects
include those caused by interrelated and interdependent actions,
not just the proposed action. Direct effects are those caused by the
action and occur at the same time and place as the action. Indirect
effects are caused by the action and are later in time but are
reasonably certain to occur, such as secondary growth into a
previously undeveloped area. Interrelated actions are part of a
larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification.
Interdependent actions have no significant independent utility
apart from the action under consideration. Cumulative effects are
those effects of future State or private activities, not involving
Federal activities, which are reasonably certain to occur within the
action area of the Federal action subject to consultation. Secondary
and cumulative effects may extend beyond the corridor study area,
and the scope of impact may vary depending on the resource being
assessed. The following federally protected species and species of
management concern are known to occur proximate to your
proposed project. In addition to known occurrences, protected
species may be found wherever suitable habitat is present.

Red-cockaded Woodpecker

This corridor passes within 0.27 mile of the Lathrop Bayou Tract.
The Wetappo Creek Conservation Area and Lathrop Bayou Tract
are managed collectively by the St. Joe Company, Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), Service, FWC, and Genecov Group as part
of a Land Stewardship Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).
Current initiatives underway include the translocation of juvenile
RCWs onto the tracts to enhance the populations, financial grants,
and improved habitat management for overall increased
biodiversity of native species. We have as a long-term goal to
provide some habitat connectivity between the two populations to
increase their long-term viability, although this task is not a
priority in the RCW recovery plan. Management of RCW habitat
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requires management of the understory primarily by prescribed
fire. The parkway could potentially impact land managers efforts
to prescribe burn due to smoke management concerns. Removal of
fire will be detrimental to the system as a whole, especially for
rare plants and RCWs.

Since suitable habitat for RCW may occur along the road
alignment, surveys should be conducted within the area to
determine if suitable nesting or foraging habitat may be affected.
Suitable nesting habitat is defined as pine, pine/hardwood, and
hardwood/pine stands that contain pines 60 years in age or older.
Suitable foraging habitat is defined as a pine or pine/hardwood
stand of forest, woodland, or savannah in which 50 percent or
more of the dominant trees are pines and the dominant pine trees
are generally 30 years in age or older. If no suitable nesting or
foraging habitat is present within the project impact area, further
assessment is unnecessary and a no effect determination is
appropriate. If no suitable nesting habitat is present within the
project impact area, but suitable foraging habitat is present and
will be impacted, potential use of this foraging habitat by groups
outside the project boundaries must be determined. This is done by
identifying any potential nesting habitat within 0.5 mile of the
suitable foraging habitat that would be impacted by the project.
Any potential nesting habitat is then surveyed for cavity trees. If
no active clusters are found, then a no effect determination is
appropriate. If one or more active clusters are found, a foraging
habitat analysis is conducted to determine whether sufficient
amounts of foraging habitat will remain for each group post-
project. More detail on the RCW survey protocol is available in
Appendix 4 of the recovery plan for the red-cockaded
woodpecker.

Flatwoods Salamander

Areas with a mosaic of seasonally ponded wetlands and upland
habitat are well-suited for the flatwoods salamander which uses
ponded wetlands for breeding and spends the rest of its adult life
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in adjacent uplands. The flatwoods salamander lives underground
in burrows for most of the year, except during the breeding season.
Therefore, the effects of the proposed alignment on flatwoods
salamander habitat should be assessed rather than effects on the
salamander itself. A Habitat Evaluation Model was developed by
HDR Engineering in conjunction with the FDOT District 3 and the
Service for use on transportation projects. We recommend using a
habitat evaluation model to identify and evaluate suitable habitat
for the flatwoods salamander.

Bald Eagle

There is potential for bald eagle nests to exist within the study
area. The likelihood for a nest to be encountered is greater in
proximity to water but may occur up to several miles inland. Bald
eagles found in Florida belong to the Southeastern States
Recovery Unit. This unit, along with the other four recovery units,
has met recovery criteria (71 FR 8238). The Service proposed
delisting the bald eagle on July 6, 1999. The comment period was
re-opened on February 16, 2006, and the Service is currently
considering comments received on the proposal to delist the bald
eagle (71 FR 8238). No critical habitat has been designated for this
species. The state of Florida currently lists the bald eagle as a state
threatened species. The bald eagle is also protected under the Bald
and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) and the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Protection under these laws will
continue should the bald eagle be removed from the list of
threatened and endangered species.

We recommend surveying for eagle nests within 660 feet of any
proposed alignment. Surveys should take place early in the
planning period. Then, to avoid delays in project implementation,
we recommend that surveys take place again within one year prior
to construction activities. In order to verify the activity of any
nests, we recommend that surveys take place during the bald eagle
nesting season (October 1 May 15). The Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission (FWC) can be contacted for the latest
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known nest data (LaKausha Simpson, State bald eagle database
coordinator, 352-955-2230). It should be determined whether your
project is greater than 660 feet from a bald eagle nest tree. While
projects greater than 660 feet from a nest tree no longer need
Service review, we request an opportunity to concur with your
determination. For projects nearer than 660 feet, new guidance for
construction activities adjacent to bald eagle nests is now

available (http://www.fws.gov/northflorida/BaldEagles/2006-
FWS-bald-cagle-clearance-Itr.htm). Your bald eagle survey
information should be updated within one year of construction to
reflect current nest activity.

Panama City Crayfish

Land management techniques necessary for the PCC such as
prescribed burning could be restricted as a result of the parkway
due to smoke management concerns. This alternative lacks the
Tram Road and Cherokee Heights Road segments; thus, it is less
likely to fragment conservation lands for the PCC than alternatives
with those segments. To reduce the extent of threat posed by the
parkway and help address the conservation needs of the PCC, we
recommend that the FDOT and Opportunity Florida coordinate
with FWC to minimize impacts.

Federally Protected and Other Rare Plants
We recommend that any selected road design avoid effects to both
listed and rare plant species. Locating the proposed corridor on
lands important to imperiled plant species such as Sandy Creek
will be detrimental to these populations. There may be other
locally significant areas for rare plants as well. Alternative
corridors should be considered if impacts to federally protected
and other rare plants will be avoided.

Incorporating measures to protect rare plants may preclude the
need to list them in the future. Addressing species needs before
listing is required (with its associated regulatory restrictions) often
allows greater management flexibility to stabilize or restore these
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species and their habitats. Ideally sufficient threats can be removed
to eliminate the need for listing.

To determine effects on listed and rare plants, a comprehensive
floral survey is needed within the proposed alignments and should
be based on recognized methods. A guideline for conducting and
reporting botanical inventories for federally listed plants is
available from our office. Surveys for Harpers beauty must take
place in May when the plant is in flower.

Habitat Fragmentation, Habitat Corridors, and Wildlife Crossings
Coordination should take place with the FWC regarding potential
impacts to the black bear. Incorporating multi-species wildlife
crossings into the corridor design would help to maintain habitat
connectivity and reduce the risk of roadkill. In 2000, a decision-
support model to identify and prioritize sites for ecopassages on
existing roadways was developed for the FDOT. This Highway
Hotspots Priorities Model could be used for the proposed Gulf
Coast Parkway alignment to identify potential wildlife crossing
locations. These costs should also be incorporated in the feasibility
studys cost-benefit analysis.

Protecting a habitat corridor between the Wetappo and Lathrop
RCW populations could provide multiple conservation benefits.
The two tracts comprise some of the largest remaining stands of
natural long leaf pine in Bay and Gulf counties. The upland
pineland habitat as well as the larger pines found along the
riparian corridor between the two populations provide an
opportunity for RCW population expansion and eventual
connection between the two disjunct populations. This corridor
has a high occurrence of rare plants (pollinator species and their
importance are unknown at this time, but habitat connectivity
could play an important role for their continuation), quality
wetland habitat, and is a potential movement corridor for large
mammals such as the Florida black bear. Voluntary conservation
measures should be incorporated into the project design to
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minimize impacts along the corridor such as conservation
easements, upland buffers, maximum avoidance and minimization
of wetland losses, protection of large pines, and environmentally
sensitive bridging. This area may have high potential as a
mitigation site for unavoidable wetland losses.

Migratory Birds

Loss and degradation of adjacent habitat are potential effects of
the proposed corridor, especially for migratory birds. Many
migratory bird species prefer "deep woods" and require land tracts
with low edge:area ratios. Increasing fragmentation results in
smaller islands of habitat, favoring species adaptable to woodland
edges. Mitigation costs for secondary effects in these habitats
should be considered. In addition, the Service is concerned that
there is potential for "take" of migratory birds during construction
activities. Timing land clearing to avoid the nesting periods of
these species will greatly reduce the likelihood of take.

Roadway Lighting

Any roadway lighting along coastal areas should meet coastal dark
sky lighting guidelines (sea turtle shielded low pressure sodium) to
reduce the risk of lighting disorientation of nesting and hatchling
sea turtles.

Historic and Archaeologi

cal Sites

FDOS This proposed corridor has not been subjected to a cultural | A Cultural Resource Assessment Survey has been completed for
resource assessment survey but one National Register listed | this study and is available for review. The summary of the
resource is located within the 100 foot buffer. No other resources | assessments findings can be found in Sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and
are located within the 500 foot buffer but several archacological | 4.2.1 of the DEIS.
sites are located within the one mile buffer.

FHWA Eligibility determinations for identified resources are needed. If | A CRAS has been completed identifying historical and

eligible, for the NRHP, a determination of effects is needed.
NRHP resources should be avoided in accordance with section
106 and 4(f) requirements.

archeological sites in the study area. The determination of effects
has been submitted to the SHPO for concurrence. If the SHPO
determines there is an adverse effect to a significant historic
resource, a Section 4(f) determination of applicability will be
submitted to FHWA and a Section 4(f) evaluation will be

completed, if required.
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Miccosukee
Tribe of
Indians of
Florida

Effects are unknown until a Cultural Resources Survey is done for
this alternative.

A CRAS has been completed and is available for review. Sections
3.3.1, 3.3.2 and 4.2.1 of the DEIS summarize the findings from
the CRAS.

Recreational Areas

FHWA

Recreation Alts 1-18 (Moderate) All alternatives cross the
Intercoastal Waterway Canoe Trail. Use of these areas could result
in a Section 4(f) use, therefore possible impacts to these areas
should be coordinated with FHWA.

Where the alternatives cross the ICWW Canoe Trail a
determination will have to be made in coordination with FHWA
as to the effect, if any, this will have on this resource. A Section
4(f) assessment will be coordinated with FHWA if one is needed.

FDEP

These public lands contain significant natural communities and
numerous element occurrences of listed species, as indicated by
the Florida Natural Areas Inventory. The Department is interested
in preserving the area’s natural communities, wildlife corridor
functions, natural flood control, stormwater runoff filtering
capabilities, aquifer recharge potential, contributions to regional
spring complexes, and recreational trail opportunities. Therefore,
future environmental documentation should include an evaluation
of the primary, secondary, and cumulative impacts of proposed
parkway construction on the above public lands and any proposed
acquisition sites.

The primary, secondary, and cumulative impacts of the proposed
alternatives for this project are discussed throughout the DEIS.
Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS addresses cumulative effects.

Economic

FHWA

According to the ETAT tool, 25% of the population within 500
feet of this alternative are those with disabilities. What analysis on
those impacts and possible mitigation strategies have been
performed to address the needs of this population? Accordingly
there are 236 housing units within 500 feet of this alternative that
do not own vehicles. Has any analysis been conducted on the
expansion of transit services along this corridor for those in needs?
Please consider these issues during PD&E process.

A Socio Economic Analysis was completed for this project. This
discussion is summarized in Section 4.1.1. The development of
this roadway should mobility access to these areas as well as
increase the ability for emergency service responses.

The Bay County TPO has included the Bay Town Trolley Transit
Development Plans in the LRTP. These plans include a route to
Mexico Beach from the Wal-Mart on US 98 (Tyndall Parkway)
and a Mexico Beach circulation route. Another route from
Southport to the Wal-Mart on US 98 (Tyndall Parkway) would
connect with US 231 in the vicinity of the Nehi intersection.

Outside of the Panama City area there is too little population
density to support formal transit routes. Gulf County ARC and
Transportation does provide transportation for the transportation
disadvantaged in the Gulf County area. In Bay County, the Tri-
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County Community Council provides transportation services to
the transportation disadvantaged.

Land Use

FHWA

Secondary and Cumulative (Substantial) All reasonable and
foreseeable secondary and cumulative impacts would need to be
analyzed as part of an environmental document for all the
alternatives. The analysis should focus on the resources that would
likely be impacted for each of the alternatives. Given that the
primary purpose of the project is for economic opportunities, the
affects of these expanded economies on the resources of the area
should be assessed in the PD&E.

The Cumulative Effects Analysis Report discusses in detail the
cumulative effects of the proposed action. The report has been
summarized in Section 4.3.19.

An economic analysis was completed and is included in Sections
3.2 and 4.1.2 of the DEIS.

DCA

In order to maintain comprehensive plan consistency, the roadway
project should be included in the appropriate Traffic Circulation
Map, in the Capital Improvement Plan or infrastructure plan as
appropriate and coordinated with the future land use plan,
including future service areas and coastal management plans for
both counties.

The Gulf County Comprehensive Plan supports the development
of the GCP in Policy 3.5.1. It is not shown on the Traffic
Circulation Map as the County is waiting on the selection of an
alignment (personal communication with County Planner). The
Bay County TPO shows the GCP in the 2030 LRTP. The project
is also identified in the Bay, Gulf, Holmes, and Washington
Regional Transportation Partnership planning documents. See
Section 3.5 of the DEIS.

Secondary and Cumulative Effects

USEPA

Water quality within the project area is categorized as mostly good
by the Clean Water Act 305(b) State reporting. The long term
protection of this quality should be one of the most important
considerations by planners and decision makers involved with this
project. Without adequate water quality, aquatic habitat quality
cannot be maintained. Many surface waters within the Southeast
have been degraded by development or agricultural operations so
it is particularly valuable for high-quality streams to be protected.
Review of the EST quantitative data for secondary and cumulative
impacts reveal nothing different than that provided for the direct
effects reviews. This evaluation of secondary/cumulative impacts,
therefore, is best professional judgment.

Unfortunately, EPA could not find any land use planning data for
either county of the project area. It is unclear whether there is any
guidance for long term planning for development, conservation or

The Cumulative Effects Analysis Report was developed in concert
with the ETAT representatives. This report is available for
review.

A full discussion and summary of the cumulative impacts of the
project is in Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS.

Access control is addressed in PER and Section 2.3.4 of the DEIS.
Water quality is addressed in Sections 3.6.1 and 4.3.7.

Invasive species is addressed in the ESBA and in Section 4.3.20.
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otherwise at the local government level. There are several State or
Federal designated high-value habitat areas, including the Bull
Point/Lathrop Bay, the Bear Creek Florida Forever BOT which are
relevant to this review. Additionally, Sandy Creek and Wetappo
Creek are identified in the data as habitat for many endangered or
threatened aquatic and wetland species. The relatively contiguous
undeveloped acreage within the Sandy Creek and Wetappo Creek
drainage systems northward within the project area are
noteworthy. It appears that alternatives 7-16 and 18 would
introduce greater potential for development in the least developed
portions of the project area. Reduced aquatic habitat quality, and
loss of terrestrial habitat would be greatest with these alternatives.
Perhaps the least desirable from this perspective is Alternative 15.
Conversely, there is no one alternative that is clearly superior
environmentally, when all aspects are considered.

One very important unknown at this point in the review is the
degree of access control. This is a factor that must be fully
considered in the subsequent review stages of this project. The
project sponsor(s) must define the project better, and the future
land uses of the project area must also be defined for the
environmental document to be adequate.

All corridor alternatives present stormwater management concerns
whether the receiving waters are fresh or estuarine. The
environmental document should evaluate the specific techniques
and innovative practices that could/would be employed if the
project proceeds. Both construction and long term operation
should be addressed for stormwater  management.

EPA also wishes to add that there is an increasing issue within the
Southeast that rapid development and associated road building are
facilitating the introduction and spread of exotic invasive plants.
This is a concern is relevant to both water quality and habitat
quality, and should be fully addressed in the future environmental
document.
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FDEP

The parkway's potential to facilitate development in rural areas,
further exacerbating non-point source stormwater runoff, is of
particular concern to the Department and other state resource
agencies. The proposed project should be designed and
constructed to avoid adverse impacts to the quantity, quality, and
flow of groundwater and surface waters in the St. Andrews Bay
watershed. Stormwater treatment should be designed to maintain
the natural pre-development hydroperiod and water quality, as
well as to protect the natural functions of the adjacent wetlands,
floodplains, and waterbodies.

The Cumulative Effects Analysis Report was developed in concert
with the ETAT representatives. This report is available for
review.

A full discussion and summary of the cumulative impacts of the
project can be found in Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS.

Water quality is discussed in Sections 3.6.1 and 4.3.7 of the DEIS.

NMFS

Construction of the road may expedite residential and commercial
development in the region by providing easier access to areas that
presently have limited or no access. Land use changes from
increased development would mean an increase in impervious
surface area and increased pollutant loads from stormwater runoff
which would have negative consequences for East Bay and its
associated estuarine habitats. Increased development facilitated by
the road may also have adverse impacts on the areas groundwater
with cascading effects to streams, creeks, swamps, bayous, and the
estuary. A comprehensive study of the roads construction and
interrelated consequences should be conducted (i.e. an EIS).
Access off the highway should be limited to help control
urban/suburban sprawl and close coordination with the Northwest
Florida Water Management District and other resource agencies
should be utilized to minimize and mitigate adverse impacts to the
watershed and the ecosystem from the project should it proceed.

The Cumulative Effects Analysis Report was developed in concert
with the ETAT representatives. This report is available for
review.

A full discussion and summary of the cumulative impacts of the
project can be found at the end of Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS,
including the determination of growth areas for each alternative.

USFWS

Due to the rapid coastal development underway in Florida and
throughout the U.S., the secondary and cumulative effects of new
growth associated with the corridor should be evaluated.

The following measures are recommended to avoid and minimize
secondary and cumulative impacts to wildlife and habitat:

* Corridor access should be limited and growth managed by a
regulatory mechanism as discussed above.

The Cumulative Effects Analysis Report was developed in concert
with the ETAT representatives. This report is available for
review.

A full discussion and summary of the cumulative impacts of the
project can be found at the end of Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS,
including the determination of growth areas for each alternative.
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*The Wekiva Parkway could be used as a design model.
* Appropriate mitigation areas should be identified.

* Wildlife crossings should be incorporated into the project
design.

* Environmentally sensitive bridge construction should be used.

* Post-project monitoring should occur regularly to identify and
control invasive, non-native species.

* In areas with protected and rare plants, right-of-way
maintenance activities should be reviewed and protection
measures incorporated as needed.

* Water quality protection measures to Environmental Resource
Permitting (ERP) standards or better should be in place within
these high quality undeveloped watersheds.

We recommend limiting corridor access as one means to manage
growth. As part of the commitments for the US 98 realignment at
WindMark Beach (Corps Permit # SAJ-2002-6011), the St. Joe
Company has made a commitment to seek, with State and Federal
agency participation, a regulatory mechanism in the vicinity of the
future Gulf-to-Bay Highway and Gulf Coast Parkway in order to
manage growth, minimize impacts to high quality wetlands and
other unique habitat, and identify appropriate mitigation areas. We
recommend participation of the FDOT and Opportunity Florida in
this ecosystem planning effort.

Other measures to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands
include: use of the Wekiva Parkway as a model to reduce
environmental impacts; post-project monitoring to identify and
control invasive, non-native species; additional culverts to
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maintain ~ hydrologic ~ connections  between  wetlands;
environmentally-sensitive bridge construction; and water quality
protection measures. Mitigation should be located proximate to
wetland losses to retain important functions within the watershed.

NWFWMD

An environmental review should be developed to include an
analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts. This should identify
planned or potential changes to land use within the affected
watersheds. To facilitate this, it would also be helpful to see plans
for any local government comprehensive plan future land use map
changes that may be under consideration.

These apply to all alternatives under consideration and remain
unchanged from those indicated in the initial Gulf Coast Parkway
review. Commitments on the part of the appropriate public entity
or entities exercising planning, implementation, and long-term
ownership and maintenance authority to implement dedicated
measures for water resource protection, including:

- Stormwater planning and treatment encompassing both roadway
construction and associated watershed areas potentially affected
by land use change. This should provide for protection of both
flows and water quality and, generally, ensure treatment of at least
the first one-inch of runoff.

- Protection of substantial waterfront buffer zones along natural
waterbodies, particularly including nearby estuarine waters and
tidal wetlands.

- Protection of wetland systems and functions, to include isolated
wetlands.

- Coordination with the Northwest Florida Water Management
District in the wetland mitigation planning in accordance with
Section 373.4137, F.S.

- Development of a detailed plan of best management practices

The Cumulative Effects Analysis Report was developed in concert
with the ETAT representatives. This report is available for
review.

A full discussion and summary of the cumulative impacts of the
project can be found at the end of Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS,
including the determination of growth areas for each alternative.
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encompassing both construction and facility design. These should
be designed to protect against nonpoint source pollution (both
long-term and during construction), offsite wetland and water
quality impacts, and maintain hydrologic connectivity, and
minimize habitat fragmentation.

- Provide for limited access provisions to minimize future
secondary impacts and to maintain integrity of any hurricane
evacuation function envisioned for the roadway.

This project was presented as a Programming Screen analysis. It is
normally expected that at this level of review, potential wetland
mitigation actions should be presented for consideration.
Furthermore, early interagency planning and coordination of
wetland mitigation alternatives are required in accordance with
Section 373.4137, Florida Statutes.

- Stormwater planning and treatment encompassing both roadway
construction and associated watershed areas potentially affected
by land use change. This should provide for protection of both
flows and water quality and, generally, ensure treatment of at least
the first one-inch of runoff.

- Protection of substantial waterfront buffer zones along natural
waterbodies, particularly including nearby estuarine waters and
tidal wetlands.

- Protection of wetland systems and functions, to include isolated
wetlands.

- If a decision is made to proceed with the project, coordination
with the Northwest Florida Water Management District is required
plan and develop an approach to wetland mitigation.

- Develop a detailed plan of best management practices
encompassing both construction and facility design. These should
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be designed to protect against nonpoint source pollution (both
long-term and during construction), offsite wetland and water
quality impacts, and maintain hydrologic connectivity, and
minimize habitat fragmentation.

- Provide for limited access provisions to minimize future
secondary impacts and to maintain integrity of any hurricane
evacuation function envisioned for the roadway.

I-26




APPENDIX J
Agency Correspondence

Coastal Zone Consistency Correspondence
11/1/05 Florida Department of Environmental Protection Coastal Zone
Consistency Letter and Attachments

US Fish and Wildlife Correspondence Regarding Wildlife and Habitat
5/18/11 US Fish and Wildlife Service Comments on Draft Endangered Species
Biological Assessment Report
FDOT Response Letter to US Fish and Wildlife Service

US Fish and Wildlife Correspondence Regarding Wetlands, Indirect and
Cumulative Effects, and Draft Environmental Impact Statement
6/1/11 USFWS Comments on Wetlands Evaluation Report, Indirect and
Cumulative Effects Report, and Draft Environmental Impact Statement
FDOT Response Letter to USFWS

Cultural Resources Correspondence
5/27/11 State Historic Preservation Officer Draft Cultural Resources Assessment
Survey Comment Letter to FHWA
6/24/11 FDOT Response Letter to State Historic Preservation Officer

5/21/12 FDOT Letter to FHWA Submitting Cultural Rerources Assessment
Survey Addendum

6/1/12 State Historic Preservation Officer Concurrence with Cultural Resources
Assessment Survey

6/11/12 FHWA Concurrence with Cultural Resources Assessment Survey

Farmlands Correspondence
8/31/09 National Resources Conservation Service Letter
AD-1006 United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Farmland Conversion

Impact Rating Form

Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report Correspondence
6/13/11 Northwest Florida Water Management District Comment Letter
FDOT Response Letter to Northwest Florida Water Management District
6/13/11 Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission Comment Letter
FDOT Response Letter to Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
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6/21/11 National Marine Fisheries Service Comment Letter
FDOT Response Letter to National Marine Fisheries Service

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Review Comments
5/25/11 National Marine Fisheries Service Comment Letter
FDOT Response Letter to National Marine Fisheries Service
6/24/11 Northwest Florida Water Management District Comment Letter
FDOT Response Letter to Northwest Florida Water Management District
7/15/2011 US Corps of Engineers Comment Letter on DEIS, WER and ICE Report
7/28/11 US Coast Guard Comment Letter
FDOT Response Letter to US Coast Guard
3/26/13 US Coast Guard Reply to FDOT Response Letter
FDOT Second Response Letter to US Coast Guard

Cooperating Agency Emails on Review of DEIS
6/24/13 Correspondence from USCOE
6/26/13 Correspondence from USEPA

7/2/13 Correspondence from NMFS
7/2/13 Correspondence from USCG
7/2/13 Correspondence from USFWS

Floodplains Correspondence
7/2/13 Concurrence with Gulf County concerning 23 CRF 650
7/10/13 Concurrence with Bay County concerning 23 CRF 650

Intracoastal Waterway Canoe Trail Correspondence

5/23/12 Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Office of Greenways and
Trails E-mail
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Coastal Zone Consistency Correspondence

11/1/05  Florida Department of Environmental Protection Coastal
Zone Consistency Letter and Attachments
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Wildlife and Habitat Correspondence

5/18/11  US Fish and Wildlife Service Comments on Draft
Endangered Species Biological Assessment Report

FDOT Response Letter to US Fish and Wildlife Service
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US Fish and Wildlife Service
Correspondence on Wetlands, Indirect and
Cumulative Effects and Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

6/1/11 US Fish and Wildlife Service Comments on WER, ICE
Report, and DEIS

FDOT Response Letter to US Fish and Wildlife Service
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Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

The Delphi Group has indicated that none of the forecasted new coastal growth is associated
with the Build Alternatives. It seems likely that the GCP - as a new coastal connector road -
will have some degree of effect on coastal growth.

The Delphi Group indicated that the on-going and known planned developments would
accommodate the projected population in the coastal area within the study period. The
discussion has been revised to include additional information for the basis of no increase in
population projections in the coastal area during the study period. These include the schedule
for the project’s construction and the study area’s competition with west Bay County for any
population migrating into the County.

Please note, that there was some increased development in the coastal area associated with
the alternatives. This development was mostly office/commercial type development;
however, there was a residential component. The residential component was not the result of
migration from outside the study area but due to the allocation of projected population to this
area due to the presence of the project. Also, on the assumption that the coastal area would
eventually develop similar to other coastal arcas of the Panhandle, some of the residential
component would be in the form of condominiums which have a much smaller footprint than
subdivision type development and would likely occur where existing single-family homes are
purchased by investors for redevelopment. Certainly redevelopment would need to occur for
the area to be competitive with the Panama City Beach area.

Page 4-33 indicates that any commensal species, including the Eastern indigo snake, captured
during gopher tortoise relocation efforts, must be relocated to a certified gopher tortoise
recipient site. The Service recommends that you first follow Eastern Indigo Snake Standard
Construction Conditions and allow the snake sufficient time to move out of the construction
area. If the snake must be moved, only personnel authorized under a U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service Section 10 permit may handle this federally protected species. A state gopher tortoise
permit does not provide authorization for moving the Eastern indigo snake.

Agreed. All necessary permits will be sought per the federal Endangered Species Act.
Language in WER, ESBAR, ICE Report, and DEIS for this section will be modified
accordingly. Commitments have been updated in the ESBAR and WER, as necessary.

For the Florida black bear, the Service's greatest concern is the fragmentation of its habitat by
a new future four-lane roadway. If the road becomes a barrier to movement, it could eliminate
access to habitat. For example, bears in the Apalachicola population could lose all suitable
habitat to the west of the road. Measures to offset fragmentation should be identified in the
report. These measures may include construction of wildlife crossings, reducing speed limits,
prioritizing corridors that reduce cast-west habitat fragmentation, and/or minimizing the
overall footprint in high quality habitat areas.

The Florida black bear is a state-listed species protected by the FFWCC. The analysis of
indirect and cumulative effects on the black bear was coordinated with the FFWCC and the
Agency Advisory Group prior to conducting the analysis. The direct and indirect (non-
induced growth effects of the project alternatives and measures for offsetting impacts
(including consideration of wildlife crossings) have been addressed in the ESBAR and the
Wildlife and Habitat sections of the DEIS. The ICE analysis, while including the project’s
quantifiable direct effects and indirect effects and acknowledging unquantifiable indirect
effects, is primarily focused on the quantifiable induced growth effects of the project and the
effects of the reasonably foreseeable future actions of others.
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Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Please note that the habitat connectivity section of the Final Florida Black Bear Management
Plan (approved June 27, 2012) no longer specifically identifies a corridor for east-west
movement between the Eglin population and the Apalachicola National Forest population. It
does recommend promoting landscape connectivity from the East Panhandle BMU to the
Econfina Creek Water Management Area.

On page 4-47, habitat for the red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) is prioritized by nesting
habitat (highest), foraging habitat, and a flight/dispersal corridor between the two known
tracts (lowest). All these habitat types are priorities for the Panama City Field Office, and
should be identified by function rather than an assigned relative importance. Measures to
offset impacts to the flight corridor could include protection/management of suitable habitat
within the corridor. Another potential secondary effect of the GCP is a reduced ability to
manage existing RCW tracts by prescribed burning due to smoke management concerns.
Other secondary effects in addition to new growth should be discussed in the report.

The analysis of RCW habitat was performed in accordance with the directions provided by
Agency Advisory Group (on which the Service had a representative), and included input from
the FFWCC. There are no secondary effects of the project on the RCW, except for the
potential induced growth effects discussed in the ICE Report, due to the distance of the
alternatives from the RCW colonies’ nesting and foraging habitats. The FHWA and FDOT
are not required to offset induced growth or cumulative effects; however, the text will be
revised in the section on mitigation opportunities to note that the management or conservation
of suitable habitat within the potential RCW flight corridor would be consistent with the
Service’s goal to protect potential flight/dispersal corridors and that it should be a priority for
preservation.

The RCW PARA should be the same as the Wildlife PARA, as RCW may potentially occur
wherever suitable habitat is present and not just within known tracts.

The PARA for the red-cockaded woodpecker was established with the ICE Agency Advisory
Group and, therefore, will not be changed. Further, the identification of the locations of
RCW populations, as well as those for any other federally-listed species, is limited to that
which is available via public sources/websites. Considerations beyond that would be based
on an inappropriate and misleading premise that RCW nesting habitat exists because pine-
dominated forests exist. Furthermore, given RCW life history traits and foraging territory
boundaries, there would be no involvement by the project on any level outside of the 0.5 mile
foraging territory boundary per active cluster. All alternatives for this project are outside the
foraging territory boundaries for the only known RCW populations within the project area
(Wetappo Creek and Lathrop Bayou).

Page 4-50 refers to a single 59-acre site for the "21 most imperiled species". It is unclear what
site the document is referencing. The Service provided information to Greg Garrett, PBS&J,
in a note dated October 16, 2009, on a 2001 report by The Nature Conservancy and Florida
Natural Areas Inventory that identified areas important to the survival of the 21 most
imperiled plant species in the Florida panhandle. A copy of the report and a geographic
information system (GIS) shapefile were also provided at that time. Several of these
important plant areas occur in the study area, including: Ridges of Gulf County (9,825 acres);
Wetappo Creek South (3,543 acres), and Sandy Creek Bogs (6,998 acres). The Indirect and
Cumulative Effects Report should be updated to accurately assess potential effects to the "21
most imperiled plant species”.
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Cultural Resources Correspondence

5/27/11 SHPO Draft CRAS Comment Letter to FHWA
6/24/11 FDOT Response Letter to SHPO
5/21/12 FDOT Letter to FHWA Submitting CRAS Addendum
6/1/12 SHPO Concurrence with CRAS

6/11/12 FHWA Concurrence with CRAS
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6/24/11 FDOT Response Letter to SHPO
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5/21/12 FDOT Letter to FHWA Submitting CRAS Addendum
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6/1/12 SHPO Concurrence with CRAS
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6/11/12 FHWA Concurrence with CRAS
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FARMLANDS CORRESPONDENCE

8/31/11 Letter from the Natural Resources Conservation Service

AD-1006 United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form
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Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report
Comments

6/13/11 Northwest Florida Water Management District Comment
Letter (ICE)

FDOT Response Letter to Northwest Florida Water Management
District
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6/13/11 Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Comment Letter (ICE)

FDOT Response Letter to Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission
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6/21/11 National Marine Fisheries Service Comment Letter (ICE)

FDOT Response Letter to National Marine Fisheries Service
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Review Comments

5/25/11 National Marine Fisheries Service Comment Letter

FDOT Response Letter to National Marine Fisheries Service
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Review Comments

6/24/11 Northwest Florida Water Management District Comment
Letter on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

FDOT Response Letter to Northwest Florida Water Management
District
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Review Comments

7/15/2011 US Corps of Engineers Comment Letter on DEIS, WER
and ICE Report
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. 0. BOX 4970
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32232-0019

REPLYTO
ATTENTION OF

July 15, 2011

North Permits Branch
SAJ-2009-02076 (IP-AWP)

Florida Department of Transportation — District 3
Attn: Alan Vann

1074 Highway 90

Chipley, Florida 32428

Dear Mr. Vann:

Reference is made to your February 2011 submittal of the Gulf Coast Parkway, Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has completed its
review of the draft EIS, Wetland Evaluation Report and Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report
and does not have any comments to provide at this point in the DEIS process.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the documents and we are looking
forward to working with you in the near future. If you have any questions regarding this letter,

please contact Randy Turner at the letterhead address or by telephone at 904-232-1670.

Sincerely,

Randy L. Turner
Project Manager, Jacksonville
Permitting Section
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Review Comments

7/28/11 US Coast Guard Comment Letter on Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

FDOT Response Letter to US Coast Guard
3/26/13 US Coast Guard Reply to FDOT Response Letter

FDOT 2" Response Letter to US Coast Guard
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Cooperating Agency Emails on Review
of DEIS

6/24/13 Correspondence from USCOE
6/26/13 Correspondence from USEPA
7/2/13 Correspondence from NMFS
7/2/13 Correspondence from USCG
7/2/13 Correspondence from USFWS
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From: Phillips, Andrew W SAJ [Andrew.W.Phillips@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2013 3:55 PM

To:  Garrett, Greg W

Cc:  Witgenstein, Melinda M SAJ; Kizlauskas, Andrew A SAJ
Subject: Gulf Coast Parkway DEIS publication (UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification;: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Greg,

Per our conversation today about the DEIS and the associated path forward. I agree that the
USACE will not require a re-evaluation of the DEIS however, the Corps requests an application
be submitted concurrent with the publication of the DEIS in the Federal Register. The Corps PN
would be published concurrently to reach the broadest range of commenter's and hopefully
identify any objections or need for additional analysis in the DEIS phase.

I will brief Melinda and Andy on our conversation next week and spin them up on how I would
handle the project.

Respectfully,
AWP

Andrew Phillips
Project Manager

USACE
400 High Point Drive, Suite 600
Cocoa, Florida 32926

321-504-3771 ex 14
321-504-3803 fax

Please assist us in better serving you! Please complete the customer survey
by clicking on the following link:
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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From: Dominy, Madolyn [Dominy.Madolyn@epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2013 2:50 PM

To:  Garrett, Greg W

Subject: Gulf Coast Parkway Draft EIS review

Greg,

In response to our telephone conversation this morning, I would like to follow up with an email
to clarify EPA’s position on the review of a preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for Gulf Coast Parkway. EPA does not feel the need to review the preliminary DEIS for
the following reasons:

The regular NEPA EIS process includes Scoping, Federal Register Notice, Draft EIS, Comment
period, Final EIS, Comment Period, Record of Decision.

The various ETAT resource agencies have been involved with the Gulf Coast Parkway project
for several years and have provided input into the project at different review stages. The
coordination and collaboration between the resource agencies, FDOT, FHWA, and consultants
should have provided more than enough information (Scoping) to adequately develop the DEIS.
Since the review of a preliminary document does not have a regulatory timeframe, the review of
such documents by resource agencies could lead to a delay in issuance of the Draft EIS.

In the past and for most projects, EPA does not routinely review preliminary DEIS documents.
With recent and ongoing reduction in resources at EPA, it is imperative that NEPA reviewers
and associate reviewers not be given additional workloads on the same project. At the time of
the Draft (and/or) Final EIS stage, the documents are sent out to various associate reviewers
within the Region to provide comments on their area of knowledge or expertise. I cannot ask my
associate reviewers to provide me comments on a preliminary document then again ask them to
review the actual Draft EIS.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter further, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Sincerely,

Madolyn Dominy
EPA Region 4

NEPA Program Office
(404)562-9644

The IS team in Atkins has scanned this email and any attachments for viruses and other threats;
however no technology can be guaranteed to detect all threats. Always exercise caution before
acting on the content of an email and before opening attachments or following links contained
within the email.
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From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal [david.rydene@noaa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 1:20 PM

To:  Garrett, Greg W

Subject: Re: Gulf Coast Parkway Draft

Greg,

As per our phone conversation on June 24, 2013, NMFS does not need to re-evaluate the Gulf
Coast Parkway DEIS at this time. NMFS will provide further comments on essential fish habitat
and endangered/threatened species issues, and coordinate on mitigation options, as the NEPA
process continues and a preferred alternative is chosen.

Thanks, Dave Rydene

On Tue, Jul 2, 2013 at 10:46 AM, Garrett, Greg W <Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com> wrote:
David,

As a follow up to our conversation last week I am emailing you to confirm that the National
Marine Fisheries does not require a re-evaluation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
or the associated technical documents prior to FHWA’s reviewing and approving the document
for public availability and the project proceeding to a public hearing.

Based on the comments provided by you on the draft documents we understand that upon the
selection of a preferred alternative NMFS will require a follow up review. At that time NMFS
will make determinations of concurrency for the affect of impacts to protected species and
habitats as well as coordinate on mitigation options.

Thank you,

Greg Garrett
Group Manager, Transportation Planning

ATKINS

Address: 2639 N. Monroe St., Bldg C, Tallahassee, FL | Tel: +1 (850) 580.7825 (direct) | Fax: +1
(850) 574.2428 | Cell: +1

(850) 212.9791 Email: Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com | Web:
http://www.atkinsglobal.com/northamerica

www.atkinsglobal.com

David Rydene, Ph.D.

Fish Biologist

National Marine Fisheries Service
Habitat Conservation Division

263 13th Avenue South
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St. Petersburg, FL 33701
Office (727) 824-5379
Cell (813)992-5730
Fax (727) 824-5300
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From: Garrett, Greg W

Sent: Tuesday, July 02,2013 11:17 AM

To:  'David.M.Frank@uscg.mil'

Cc:  Wade, Kay B CIV

Subject: RE: Gulf Coast Parkway Draft Review

That is correct, another review will be provided prior to the ROD being signed.

To clarify, as we discussed, all concerns that could be addressed at the draft level have been
addressed and were discussed in the FDOT response letter sent to the CG on March 4, 2013. In
your March 26, 2013 response, you provided further clarification that addressing your concerns
in the FEIS, and prior to the ROD, was sufficient.

Based on these correspondence and our conversation last week it was clarified that the USCG
did not require another review of the Draft EIS and associated technical documents prior to
FHWA approving those draft documents for public availability.

Thank you,

Greg Garrett
Group Manager, Transportation Planning

ATKINS

Address: 2639 N. Monroe St., Bldg C, Tallahassee, FL | Tel: +1 (850) 580.7825 (direct) | Fax: +1
(850) 574.2428 | Cell: +1 (850) 212.9791 Email: Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com | Web:
http://www.atkinsglobal.com/northamerica www.atkinsglobal.com

From: David.M.Frank@uscg.mil [mailto:David.M.Frank@uscg.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, July 02,2013 11:07 AM

To: Garrett, Greg W

Cc: Wade, Kay B CIV

Subject: RE: Gulf Coast Parkway Draft Review

As discussed, another review is not required if all concerns have been addressed. However,
based upon your statements, the CG will have another review prior to the ROD being signed.

Thanks,

david

From: Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com [mailto:Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 9:51 AM

J-153



To: Frank, David M CIV
Subject: Gulf Coast Parkway Draft Review

Mr. Frank,

As a follow up to our conversation last week I am emailing you to confirm that the US Coast
Guard does not require a re-evaluation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement or the
associated technical documents prior to FHWA's reviewing and approving the document for
public availability and the project proceeding to a public hearing.

Based on the comments provided by you on the draft documents we understand that upon the
selection of a preferred alternative and prior to the completion of the FEIS, FDOT will be
expected to address all of the comments and concerns provided by you in your review of the
documents and in your response to the letters submitted back to you. At that time the USCG will
make determinations of concurrency for the affect of impacts as well as the sufficiency of the
mitigation options.

Thank you,

Greg Garrett

Group Manager, Transportation Planning

ATKINS

Address: 2639 N. Monroe St., Bldg C, Tallahassee, FL | Tel: +1 (850) 580.7825 (direct) | Fax: +1

(850) 574.2428 | Cell: +1 (850) 212.9791 Email: Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com | Web:
http://www.atkinsglobal.com/northamerica www.atkinsglobal.com
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From: Mittiga, Mary [mary mittiga@fws.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 02,2013 11:56 AM

To:  Garrett, Greg W

Subject: Gulf Coast Parkway DEIS

Hello Greg,

Thank you for contacting me and providing an opportunity for additional review of the draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Gulf Coast Parkway prior to its release
for public comment. As the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has already provided initial
comments, this additional review is not needed. The Service expects to provide further
comments, if necessary, during the 45-day comment period after the notice for the DEIS is
published in the Federal Register. We look forward to working with you as your studies for this
project progress.

Mary A. Mittiga

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

1601 Balboa Avenue

Panama City, Florida 32405

Tel: (850) 769-0552 Ext. 236

Fax: (850) 763-2177

Email: Mary Mittiga@fws.gov

Website: http://www.fws.gov/panamacity/

"Working with others to conserve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife, plants, and their habitats

for
the continuing benefit of the American people." - USFWS mission statement.
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Floodplains Correspondence

7/2/13 Concurrence with Gulf County concerning 23 CRF 650

7/10/13 Concurrence with Bay County concerning 23 CRF 650

J-156



J-157



J-158



J-159



J-160



Intracoastal Waterway Paddling Trail
Correspondence

5/23/12 Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Office of
Greenways and Trails E-mail
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APPENDIX K
Public Opinion Surveys
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APPENDIX L
Issue Action Plans

Coastal and Marine Action Plan
Indirect and Cumulative Effects Action Plan
Wetlands Action Plan
Wildlife and Habitat Action Plan
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APPENDIX M
Visual Assessment Worksheets
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APPENDIX N
Maritime Archaeology Desktop Analysis
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APPENDIX O
Transportation Planning Consistency
Documentation

Planning Consistency Worksheet
Figure Showing Recommended Alternative Project Phases
2035 LRTP Needs Plan (dated July 2012) Pages 5-3 and 5-4)
2035 LRTP Cost Feasible Plan (dated July 2012) Pages 7-10 and 7-11
2013 Adopted STIP page 9
STIP Report
Bay County TPO Meeting Enclosure C
Resolution Bay 13-16
FDOT Request for TIP Amendment
Page C-4 from Bay TPO TIP 2012/13-20116/17

Page C-5 from Bay TPO TIP 2013/14-2017/18
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APPENDIX P
Navigation Information

Summary of Vessel Usage Surveys

Marina Information
Boat Information from Field

Summary of Agency Interviews

Photographs of Existing Bridges

US 98/DuPont Bridge
CR 386/Overstreet Bridge

Pleasant Rest Road/Wetappo Creek Bridge

Photographs of Wetappo Creek

Photographs of Vessels Utilizing Wetappo Creek
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US 98/DuPont Bridge

TO BE PROVIDED
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CR 386/Overstreet Bridge
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Pleasant Rest Road/Wetappo Creek Bridge
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Photographs of Wetappo Creek
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Photographs of Vessels on Wetappo Creek
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APPENDIX Q
Joint Application for Environmental
Resources Permit — Section A
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APPENDIX R
Indirect and Cumulative Effects Documentation
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GULF COAST PARKWAY
DELPHI GROUP

Second Assignment

The Delphi Group’s first assignment was the allocation of the 2030 population within the project
PARAs as would be expected to occur under the existing conditions or the No Build Alternative. The
second assignment for the Delphi Group is to allocate the 2030 population as would be expected to
occur in each PARA based on the Gulf Coast Parkway being constructed. There are five Build
Alternatives under consideration; therefore, it is expected that the population allocation will be different
for each Build Alternative scenario.

You are being provided several maps, one for each Gulf Coast Parkway Alternative, and one for each
PARA which you provided a response to during the First Assignment (However, at your request we will
provide you 5 copies of any other PARA maps you may care to provide a response for during this
Second Assignment). You are also being provided five sets of the questionnaire; one for each Build
Alternative. The projected population for the Bay County and Gulf County PARAs remains the same as
in the first assignment: Bay County PARAs are expected to experience a population growth of 47,404
people by 2030 while the Gulf County PARAs are projected to experience a growth in population of
4,336 people.

The population allocated to the PARA’s within each County should equal the total population projected
for that County’s PARASs unless an explanation is provided for the difference in the allocated population
and the total projected population for that County. If the population within the County PARA is greater
than the projected population, please identify from whence that additional population is derived and
indicate the basis for the change. If the population in the County PARA is less than the projected
population, explain where the population that settles out of the PARA is expected to locate and the
reasons for this change.

Draw on the maps the boundaries of the locations where new population is expected to locate. Identify
the development locations shown on the PARA maps with a number or letter to correlate with the
information provided in the Tables. In Table 1, provide the population allocated to each
development/location for the type of land use employed. Once all the projected population has been
distributed, please complete the remaining tables and questions.
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Past Actions

Dev?[l;),g:’nent Project Names Location Description
St. Andrew's Bay De.ve.l(.)pment Company's Bay County Multi-Family Homes
Subdivision
Pinnacle Pines Estates Bay County Multi-Family Homes
Highway 22 Estates Bay County Multi-Family Homes
Forest Walk Bay County Multi-Family Homes
Cherokee Heights Parts 1,2, and 3 Bay County Single-Family Homes
Mexico Beach Unit 1,9, 12, 12A, and 14 Bay County Single-Family Homes
La Siesta Bay County Single-Family Homes
Residential Paradise Cove Bay County Single-Family Homes
Angela Estates Bay County Single-Family Homes
Tremont Estates Gulf County Single-Family Homes
East Bay Plantation Gulf County Single-Family Homes
Sea Haven Subdivision Gulf County Single-Family Homes
Pine Breeze Gulf County Mobile Homes/Single-Family
Homes
South Long Estates II/Easy Waters Gulf County Single-Family Homes
Palm Ridge Subdivision Gulf County Single-Family Homes
School Deer Point Elementary School Bay County New School
Transportation Gulf to Bay Highway Segment 1 Gulf County New Road
Present Actions
Devei!;g;nent Project Names Location Description
Plantation Heights Bay County Single-Family Homes
Camp Flowers Estates Bay County Single-Family Homes
Residential The Landings at Wetappo Gulf County Single-Family Homes
WindMark Development of Regional Impact Gulf County Mixed-use Development
(DRI)
Register Office Building Bay County Office
Tram Road Borrow Pit Bay County Borrow Pit
Business Dollar General-Bayou George Bay County Retail Store
Dollar General-Highway 22 Bay County Retail Store
Eastern Shipbuilding Expansion Bay County Manufacturing
Bay Industrial Park Bay County Industrial
Reasonably Foreseeable Actions
Deve;;gznent Project Names Location Description
See the Bay County LRTP Adopted
Highway Needs Plan and Tables on Bay County
Transportation following pages
See the Gulf County Future Traffic Gulf County
Circulation Map on the following pages
. . Cherokee Corners Bay Count Single-Family Homes
Residential Bon Fire Beach Ba§ Count§ : Residen}t,ial
Business Express Lane #37 Bay County Convenience Store
Stephens Building Bay County Office
Industrial Port St. Joe Expansion Gulf County Industrial
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